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Applicants' response to the Office's Restriction Requirement has been carefully 
reviewed but is held not to overcome the Restriction Requirement. The Requirement is 
held to have been property made. In view of this holding and further in view of 
Applicants' Response thereto the Restnction is now and hereby made Finals 
.Applicants therefore are required to cancel all non-elected claims or take other 
appropriate action. 

An Office Action on the merits of claims 7-12 and 23-25 now follows. 

Claims 7-12 and 23-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for falling to particularty point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. The language in claim 7 which is ...emitting 
light to a component holder (201 ) having a component "hold face" (140) of an area not 

smaller than a light reflection face (141) of a component (312), determining 

whether or not the component holder is good on the basis of a luminance of the 
component "hold face" in image-pickup information of the component "hold face". And 
analogous language in said claim 23 is held to be unclear, vague and indefinite because 
the Office does no understand what is included (or excluded) by said claims. For 
example what is meant by Applicants' language (in claim 7) emitting light ... of an area 
not smaller than a light reflection face... . What is a light reflection face? What does 
the language ... luminance of the component "hold face" mean? What does the 
language ... determining whether or not the component holder is good...? Applicants 
are well advised to completely rework these claims or in the alternative to carefully 
review and carefully articulate what it is that Applicants are trying to delineate for their 
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alleged invention. In dependent claims 8-12, 24 and 25 Applicants are also equally 
unclear as to what they are attempting to include/exclude as part of their invention. The 
claims recite in a prose-like manner that which Applicants apparently wish to claim as 
their invention. However the language used is not understandable nor clear and hence 
these dependent claims are further held to not particularly point out nor distinctly claim 
the invention. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 7-12 and 23-25, as understood, are further rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Kawai et al (Pat. No. 6,507,997 B2); hereinafter 
Kawai et al. 

Kawai et al teach a method for mounting an electronic component on a circuit 
board including moving one of the suction nozzle and an electric component supplying 
device toward the other of the suction nozzle and the electric component supplying 
device. An 2 dimensional image is taken of an end portion of a suction nozzle (Cf. Col 
10). This image-taking step will used to determine the position of the mounted surface 
of the component or the nozzle. If in fact Kawai et al do not teach the limitation of 
determining whether or not a component is good based on the illuminated component's 
holder i.e. hold face is held to have been obvious to determine if the component's holder 
is "good" on a basis of the luminance of the component hold face, with the rationale 
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being that why would one provide this illumination of the component's holder if 
determining whether the holder was good. As applied to claims 9-1 1 it is held to be 
within the ordinary skill in this art to divide the "hold face" into sections in order to obtain 
illumination values that are within the range of values that indicate that the component is 
properly placed on the holder or "hold face". Alternatively it is held that the limitations in 
these dependent claims 9-1 1 are mere matters of design choice since there is no 
particular purpose articulated nor is there any specific problem solved thereby. 

Claims 7-12 and 23-25, as understood, are further rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Japan Patent 10163690 A (by Tagata et al.), of Record; 
hereinafter Tagata et al. 

Tegata et al teach a method of identifying a nozzle that are capable of properly 
mounting components onto PcBs. Laser beams are directed onto a nozzle . By 
comparing the luminance that is produced on the face of the nozzles with a standard or 
reference set of values, one can judge whether the nozzle is able to carry out its 
intended operation. If indeed Tegata et al do not teach that the light projected is not 
smaller than the light reflection face of the component then it is held to have been 
obvious to provide a light source that would provide the luminance for such an area. 
Although it is not absolutely clear that Tegata et al expressly teach the limitations in 
dependent claims 9-1 1 , nevertheless for substantially the same reasons as provided 
above these limitations are either held to have been obvious or in the alternative held to 
be mere design choice. 
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Claims 7-12 and 23-25, as understood, is further rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Muraoka et al (Pat. No. 5,854,745; hereinafter Muraoka et 
al. 

Muraoka et al teach a method for mounting electronic components. An image 
recognizing means is positioned below a transparent panel (Cf. Col 5). Light is emitted 
from an illuminating means 15 (Cf. Col. 8). On the basis of recognition an error on the 
glass panel (on which the component is to be mounted) is calculated by the controlling 
means (70) (Cf. Col 10). The position of the electronjc component is recognized by the 
camera (80). The held electronic component is sent to an auxiliary recognizing means ( 
19) (Cf Col 1 1) where the position marks of the electronic component are recognized so 
that held component can be roughly positioned on the glass panel 2. It would have been 
obvious to provide that the emitting light to the component holder is at least as large as 
the component holder's area if indeed Muroka et al do not expressly teach this limitation 
so that the entire component can be judged as to its proper alignment with the glass 
panel board. With respect to the limitation in independent claim 7 that there is a 
determination of whether a component is "good" or not, Muraoka et al teach in at least 
Figure 9 that if the mounting operation is not complete i.e. the component is not "good" 
then an iteration will occur and the complete operation will begin from the start again. As 
applied to Claim 8 Muraoka et al the recognizing means will provide the controller with 
information about the marks on the component as a function of luminance on the 
component's surface and if the luminance is not sufficient the controller will act to move 
the component so that the component will be correctly aligned with the proper space on 
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the glass panel. Therefore as applied to claim 8 it would have been obvious to provide a 
setting value based on total luminance etc. As applied to claim 9 it is held that it would 
have been obvious to divide the hold face of the component's hold face into sections 
and to monitor each section as to the section's luminance so that accuracy of the 
mounting process can be achieved. Moreover it is inherent in the controller's 
construction that differential or infinitesimal sections of component's surface are each 
monitored to obtain an accurate picture of the process with respect to time. Alternatively 
it is held that the limitation in claim 9 is mere design choice because there is no 
particular purpose therefore nor Is there any specific problem solved thereby. As applied 
to claim 25 it is held to have been obvious to use this method for a plurality of 
component holders inasmuch as the method suggested by this method invention is 
directed to saving time and increasing accuracy and it is old to mount components by 
using a plurality of mounting means to mount the components. . 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to C. J. Arbes whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4563. The examiner can normally be reached on M, T, R and F from 8 to 6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, P. Vo, can-be reached on 571-272-4690. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

C. J. Arbes 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3729 



